The Web Is Dead. Long Live the Internet
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Two decades after its birth, the World Wide Web is in decline, as simpler, sleeker services — think apps —
are less about the searching and more about the getting. Chris Anderson explains how this new paradigm
reflects the inevitable course of capitalism. And Michael Wolff explains why the new breed of media titan is
forsaking the Web for more promising (and profitable) pastures.

Who’s to Blame:
Us

As much as we love the open, unfettered Web, we’re abandoning it[@gEERE (e olN (Y [al=R5Nq(olo -] VAN AR o] ¢=1cTo Mo) M aa[eo [ Waa (e o [V S
for simpler, sleeker services that just work. bringing order — and profits — to the digital world.
by Chris Anderson by Michael Wolff

You wake up and check your email on your bedside  [AaRCIal8 S Ta{o o SV (o] olpa [T g R (g oL S R YEE (o] 0 s
iPad — that’s one app. During breakfast you browse  [IRZeIRELEoNe[oS Sl R il ERE RIS ER S
Facebook, Twitter, and The New York Times — three  [(EIRRES EWRTI\ES (o] AT B\ I IalT @ ol o)A o | &
more apps. On the way to the office, you listen to a amassed one of the most valuable stakes on the
podcast on your smartphone. Another app. At work, — |[[gleIgals1e8 o [E5No [o) SO R o] dof=Tq| fo) i =7 T01=] o [o0) (8 = S
you scroll through RSS feeds in a reader and have done this by undercutting traditional American VCs
Skype and IM conversations. More apps. At the end of =R EN S ETTaTETERETalo Ri g ERST=To [¥o] IRV g O RNY/o101 [0 AN y!
the day, you come home, make dinner while listening toENAR LS Mg EiRe]a kR oo RS EIER AR =1 V(g B (o] 14 (<]
Pandora, play some games on Xbox Live, and watch a [ZEQNATNWES I S8 [Tt @ (ol felal WAL I (IR S GBI
movie on Netflix’s streaming service. than VVC firms, he sees the world differently. The
traditional VVC has a portfolio of Web sites,
You’ve spent the day on the Internet — but not on the  deleilple R R R RN o R oot Ne o[o]o)




Web. And you are not alone.

This is not a trivial distinction. Over the past few years, [IgElgR:{\AI BT (o]a(e]aa[o]VEN o] {o] o[ daVAN [a =T R=Tp 1110
one of the most important shifts in the digital world has [l e E R 0o & Mg A RVES ERRES
been the move from the wide-open Web to semiclosed [slela{e=laieg\T[alo BT SR o= XeTgR-RU T (o [SIRoTo) /=T o) (o] N 0]
platforms that use the Internet for transport but not the SRR ofole] Qo] (R EUN [V ST lolig T MUV/ETo RS [ (=8
browser for display. It’s driven primarily by the rise of |[WIHREIESENERoIN R {{gRI0[0Rgg 111 [To]aNVET SR R (32
the iPhone model of mobile computing, and it’s a world [EIe [ R R TR IR EEREVT @ oI IRToN BT R g I |

Google can’t crawl, one where HTML doesn’t rule.
And it’s the world that consumers are increasingly
choosing, not because they’re rejecting the idea of the
Web but because these dedicated platforms often just
work better or fit better into their lives (the screen
comes to them, they don’t have to go to the screen).
The fact that it’s easier for companies to make money
on these platforms only cements the trend. Producers
and consumers agree: The Web is not the culmination
of the digital revolution.

A decade ago, the ascent of the Web browser as the
center of the computing world appeared inevitable. It
seemed just a matter of time before the Web replaced

PC application software and reduced operating systems

to a “poorly debugged set of device drivers,” as
Netscape cofounder Marc Andreessen famously said.
First Java, then Flash, then Ajax, then HTML5 —

increasingly interactive online code — promised to put

all apps in the cloud and replace the desktop with the
webtop. Open, free, and out of control.

But there has always been an alternative path, one that
saw the Web as a worthy tool but not the whole toolKit.

In 1997, Wired published a now-infamous “Push!”
cover story, which suggested that it was time to “kiss
your browser goodbye.” The argument then was that

“push” technologies such as PointCast and Microsoft’s (sfeligRiz¥{eE1RTaloRelo]qolo] g1 =M Ta R a[TWaR1p (-8 (55
Active Desktop would create a “radical future of media [sel\/=1g V| REIE=REE ol oo Hol Mgl @ =L ola R o] o = Ta o No) VA (g

beyond the Web.”

“Sure, we’ll always have Web pages. We still have
postcards and telegrams, don’t we? But the center of

interactive media — increasingly, the center of gravity

of all media — is moving to a post-HTML
environment,” we promised nearly a decade and half

ago. The examples of the time were a bit silly — a “3-D{2 4= gEae=R0oF] (Rl 1Re ]I M1 =N (YL o] (32 o)

furry-muckers VR space” and “headlines sent to a
pager” — but the point was altogether prescient: a
glimpse of the machine-to-machine future that would
be less about browsing and more about getting.

Ilustration: Dirk Fowler

metaphor for the Web itself, broad not deep,

dependent on the connections between sites rather

is not a Web site at all.”

According to Compete, a Web analytics company,
the top 10 Web sites accounted for 31 percent of US
pageviews in 2001, 40 percent in 2006, and about
75 percent in 2010. “Big sucks the traffic out of
small,” Milner says. “In theory you can have a few

ery successful individuals controlling hundreds of
millions of people. You can become big fast, and
that favors the domination of strong people.”

Milner sounds more like a traditional media mogul
than a Web entrepreneur. But that’s exactly the
point. If we’re moving away from the open Web,
it’s at least in part because of the rising dominance
of businesspeople more inclined to think in the all-
or-nothing terms of traditional media than in the
come-one-come-all collectivist utopianism of the

eb. This is not just natural maturation but in many

ays the result of a competing idea — one that
rejects the Web’s ethic, technology, and business
models. The control the Web took from the

ertically integrated, top-down media world can,

ith a little rethinking of the nature and the use of
the Internet, be taken back.

This development — a familiar historical march,

better resourced, organized, and efficient — is
perhaps the rudest shock possible to the leveled,
porous, low-barrier-to-entry ethos of the Internet
Age. After all, this is a battle that seemed fought
and won — not just toppling newspapers and music
labels but also AOL and Prodigy and anyone who
built a business on the idea that a curated

freedom of the Web.



As it happened, PointCast, a glorified The truth is that the Web has always had two faces. On the
screensaver that could inadvertently bring your [sJglRaE{ale BRI T=R g1 Ral Mg EER AR T iR o] (=F U6 (o)1 W) §
corporate network to its knees, quickly incumbent businesses and traditional power structures. On
imploded, taking push with it. But just as Web  [{g(eReJ{al= SR TN o =T g R-Wolo] g5y 1) o [o) V] @S oo (PRNT 110 Mg 10
2.0 is simply Web 1.0 that works, the idea has  Bolplo £ RNl aloRig @S (ee1e=To) Aol R lo g1 do] | [Talo fe: 1] RoT A E1 o =
o R T(T g [o T U M e To TR o N el [T s EVV/SRChunks of the TCP/IP-fueled universe. Netscape tried to
now reappeared as APIs, apps, and the own the homepage; Amazon.com tried to dominate retail;
smartphone. And this time we have Apple and  NElgle[oMigERgEN[sE1[o]gWo) mig AU/ o8
the iPhone/iPad juggernaut leading the way,
with tens of millions of consumers already Google was the endpoint of this process: It may represent
voting with their wallets for an app-led open systems and leveled architecture, but with superb
NI R TSR TS AN RNV R (oA [eJe’CR-Wirony and strategic brilliance it came to almost completely
[o (o] =Xl \iTaTol TaTo M [l [-T-To AT SV [ =R To VA T R CONtrol that openness. It’s difficult to imagine another
industry so thoroughly subservient to one player. In the
The Web is, after all, just one of many Google model, there is one distributor of movies, which
applications that exist on the Internet, which  ELSOR WL Rt ERT LI S EToloo] LR AN ERETloRolol (aRi 17 [#
uses the IP and TCP protocols to move packets ElleREUEENEOAZ IS Tlo) Be =t tele ReReloly o (1 [l W Ig RVl S N IRVES
around. This architecture — not the specific impossible for anyone else doing business in the traditional
applications built on top of it — is the eb to be bigger than or even competitive with Google. It
revolution. Today the content you see in your as the imperial master over the world’s most distributed
browser — largely HTML data delivered via the §ECa VAN {g[o Koy B ={e]3 =8
http protocol on port 80 — accounts for less
than a quarter of the traffic on the Internet ...  [[gRelgReREUVATERIENREEER g PR AT R SN SR o) (o] No)
and it’s shrinking. The applications that account ([ G EGINERAGWE iSRRI EEURT S0 CRIREERLEL
for more of the Internet’s traffic include peer-to-[glejiglElglol=Tfo BN [EA/=Ta N\ VARE N o 0o (ol g Wo) Wag CIo 1 [o] g ETg IE TSR g [0}
peer file transfers, email, company VPNs, the ant to own the entirety of the world,” it is perhaps
machine-to-machine communications of APIs, [aEYie o] CRiaEIR o 1y CNo) RigloklRgglelo o (o] g TR TE TN oIl I (o 1=1:]
Skype calls, World of Warcraft and other online [g=l][{e=1ilalsR€Tofolo| ERIEHATIEVEI N TR ER (LTI (VT ETgg g 2
games, Xbox Live, iTunes, voice-over-IP business challenge. And because Google so dominated the
phones, iChat, and Netflix movie streaming.  \WERGERQEE AV 6Tl el REL TG EYR R (g RV o
Many of the newer Net applications are closed,

often proprietary, networks. THEN NOH

And the shift is only accelgratlng. Within five ARG ANDIETCCER pe—
years, Morgan Stanley projects, the number of

users accessing the Net from mobile devices SHAWNEAN IS 'l‘ DANIEL EE
will surpass the number who access it from PCs. MicHAEL MoRITZ —- YURI MILNER

Because the screens are smaller, such mobile CHAD HUFLEY B SO EILAR
traffic tends to be driven by specialty software,
mostly apps, designed for a single purpose. For
the sake of the optimized experience on mobile = EVAN WILLIAMS [ EVAN WILLIAMS

. (BLOGGER) (TWITTER)
devices, users forgo the general-purpose

browser. They use the Net, but not the Web. :
Fast beats flexible. Enter Facebook. The site began as a free but closed system.

It required not just registration but an acceptable email
This was all inevitable. It is the cycle of address (from a qniversity, or later, from_any school).
capitalism. The story of industrial revolutions, | aehAlCERIREI R e R CIT ISR SRS AUE
after all, is a story of battles over control. A time it opened to the general public in 2006, its clublike,

technology is invented, it spreads, a thousand ritualistic, highly regulated foundation was already in

JERRY YANG =~ MARK PINCUS




flowers bloom, and then someone finds a way to[s]ERIERY=T g E:Te (o g RWEER (g IR T ANEIE Rl [01=10 RS VA (=110 B

own it, locking out others. It happens every Indeed, Facebook’s organization of information and

time. relationships became, in a remarkably short period of time,
a redoubt from the Web — a simpler, more habit-forming

Take railroads. Uniform and open gauge place. The company invited developers to create games and

standards helped the industry boom and created EloJe]i{e= e o]a R ol=lel i [of=1 | \VA (o] MU {Ro] g ==Tol=lofolo) @R P g Ta o W14 [
an explosion of competitors — in 1920, there  SICHTgLCeR-R T8 BT [=To(o[To o] FUu {o] g WVaN [0 g [cTg =1 BTo] 3y (SR O 1 (021

were 186 major railroads in the US. But mass point, not just in terms of registration numbers but of
eventually the strongest of them rolled up the  SalT@TlgglRS of=la] Ao} MaFo o] [(VETIToTgR=Ta[o B (o) V1 IAYAN=To1=] o 0 0] 4
others, and today there are just seven — a became a parallel world to the Web, an experience that was
regulated oligopoly. Or telephones. The astly different and arguably more fulfilling and

TAVEhielo o) RIS JeEIG RVENEU il el gilcompelling and that consumed the time previously spent
standard that allowed networks to interconnect. [[ol\Ae[giitlaloRigola B I CRORS (AT N oglo] (=R (o (a[=No[ol13]| ¥
VAN CI@ CIET O R B T SR R VAN RA RNl llFacebook founder Mark Zuckerberg possessed a clear
company expired in 1894, more than 6,000 ision of empire: one in which the developers who built
independent phone companies sprouted up. But leJsli{ecte{e]gRelsRie]oRo) Rigl=N o] E1d (o] gaa N1 at1M g ERole g oE1g)AeM o (o
by 1939, AT&T controlled nearly all of the and controlled would always be subservient to the platform
US’s long-distance lines and some four-fifths of [[&{= i IR ERCU Ko fe RS0 (olo [=Tg Mg (o] & [UK] SN o [[oF1 No o] ETol=Tgg [STg)
its telephones. Or electricity. In the early 1900s, [s[V{&:SeR TR o] (o [ ETaVAe alelelalig i [o]g o) W o o) /=I o Na -RVA[]o)
after the standardization to alternating current oy eleI¥|g1a EER g = o] I TERNEER o= o RO\=T g oo [o)1V/=To RO)VA (4 [
distribution, hundreds of small electric utilities Slle|EREIE = el aalolo[V] BYIE (o] gE1a A1 (o]0 (Sl BE R 1] [E55S
were consolidated into huge holding companies. [sElgle[o]aRo R g iaI T[RRI RWE R g lo sl g o] (o K5 1[0 10 5
By the late 1920s, the 16 largest of those high design, centralized control.
commanded more than 75 percent of the
electricity generated in the US. Striving megalomaniacs like Zuckerberg weren’t the only
ones eager to topple Google’s model of the open Web.
Indeed, there has hardly ever been a fortune Content companies, which depend on advertising to fund
W CORWY 0 TolVi o= Waalelale]olo] \VAe) o]0 R Je g Mo ] &F:\ QLN E Creation and promulgation of their wares, appeared to
[FES TR ITo o] ool (AR NN SR U CREIT e W oELiglo gbe |0sing faith in their ability to do so online. The Web was
industrialization: invention, propagation, built by engineers, not editors. So nobody paid much
adoption, control. attention to the fact that HTML-constructed Web sites —
the most advanced form of online media and design —
Now it’s the Web’s turn to face the pressure for [(gaEe RSN oI=RRel (i A ol Eielololgelo MVl ki [alo Ry (Lo [1FT00
profits and the walled gardens that bring them.
Openness is a wonderful thing in the For quite a while this was masked by the growth of the
nonmonetary economy of peer production. But EUle{TIIe=RS gETERN (o] | (00710 N o)VACTgREAV/ET o[ (o) T To f=To BTo (o] 1
eventually our tolerance for the delirious chaos SgtlERUI(| Be:1olo I MUTeRY/ETE T (oM ta | [glo R g =l R o k] (o)1)
Ol TRl el Rila o NI [yl (Vs - ldown. The audience continued to grow at a ferocious rate
we love freedom and choice, we also love thingsggeleollRisN o[ (ol=lg1¥o) #:1| ol @ g [=lo [N [0 R EN (o) VA o[=Tg) o]y}
that just work, reliably and seamlessly. And if  [iglERW/le R o1F) 810 Mo (o] | ETERNEI C=1o M (CI=To] [a[o N o EIe=M @3 [T o
we have to pay for what we love, well, that had risen to some 14 percent of consumer advertising
increasingly seems OK. Have you looked at spending but had begun to level off. (In contrast, TV —
your cell phone or cable bill lately? hich also accounts for 35 percent of our media time, gets
nearly 40 percent of ad dollars.)
As Jonathan L. Zittrain puts it in The Future of
the Internet — And How to Stop It, “Itis a
mistake to think of the Web browser as the apex
of the PC’s evolution.” Today the Internet hosts
countless closed gardens; in a sense, the Web is
an exception, not the rule.



Monopolies are actually even more likely in highly

networked markets like the online world. The dark side of

network effects is that rich nodes get richer. Metcalfe’s
law, which states that the value of a network increases in
proportion to the square of connections, creates winner-
take-all markets, where the gap between the number one
and number two players is typically large and growing.

E TR

BROWSER — APPS

SYNDICATION = SUBSCRIPTION

GOOGLE! — GOOGLE??
FREE == FREEMIUM
JAVASCRIPT = OBJECTIVE-C
HTML = XKML

So what took so long? Why wasn’t the Web colonized by
monopolists a decade ago? Because it was in its
adolescence then, still innovating quickly with a fresh and

growing population of users always looking for something

new. Network-driven domination was short-lived.
Friendster got huge while social networking was in its

infancy, and fickle consumers were still keen to experiment [LMEUNZAR T olo) §pye [ R
with the next new thing. They found another shiny service _ _
and moved on, just as they had abandoned SixDegrees.com | KAESERUTER TR IV REET6 I RooE R S8

before it. In the expanding universe of the early Web,
AOL’s walled garden couldn’t compete with what was
outside the walls, and so the walls fell.

But the Web is now 18 years old. It has reached adulthood.

An entire generation has grown up in front of a browser.

The exploration of a new world has turned into business as

usual. We get the Web. It’s part of our life. And we just
want to use the services that make our life better. Our
appetite for discovery slows as our familiarity with the
status quo grows.

Blame human nature. As much as we intellectually
appreciate openness, at the end of the day we favor the
easiest path. We’ll pay for convenience and reliability,

which is why iTunes can sell songs for 99 cents despite the

fact that they are out there, somewhere, in some form, for
free. When you are young, you have more time than
money, and LimeWire is worth the hassle. As you get

older, you have more money than time. The iTunes toll is a

small price to pay for the simplicity of just getting what

you want. The more Facebook becomes part of your life,
the more locked in you become. Artificial scarcity is the
natural goal of the profit-seeking.

hat’s more, there was the additionally
sobering and confounding fact that an online
consumer continued to be worth significantly
less than an offline one. For a while, this was
seen as inevitable right-sizing: Because
everything online could be tracked, advertisers
no longer had to pay to reach readers who never
saw their ads. You paid for what you got.

Unfortunately, what you got wasn’t much.
Consumers weren’t motivated by display ads, as
evidenced by the share of the online audience
that bothered to click on them. (According to a
2009 comScore study, only 16 percent of users
ever click on an ad, and 8 percent of users
accounted for 85 percent of all clicks.) The Web
might generate some clicks here and there, but
ou had to aggregate millions and millions of
them to make any money (which is what
Google, and basically nobody else, was able to
do). And the Web almost perversely
discouraged the kind of systematized,
coordinated, focused attention upon which
brands are built — the prime, or at least most

the marketers and agencies that might have been
able to turn this chaotic mess into an effective
selling tool — the same marketers and
professional salespeople who created the
formats (the variety shows, the 30- second
spots, the soap operas) that worked so well in
television and radio. Advertising powerhouse
PP, for instance, with its colossal network of
marketing firms — the same firms that had
shaped traditional media by matching content
ith ads that moved the nation — may still
represent a large share of Google’s revenue, but

it pales next to the greater population of
individual sellers that use Google’s AdWords
and AdSense programs.



There is an analogy to the current Web in the first era of the(@[ERg=RVI80) MiglR =] EUAY/R ETe o) B 1] i [PT=p (o0}

Internet. In the 1990s, as it became clear that digital professional salespeople and hucksters — the
networks were the future, there were two warring camps.  pEnlle e {s]aRo R EIE TSI RN | | B S
One was the traditional telcos, on whose wires these feral  [(gEIRE=TaiE TaloRolaR g LR/ o Mg LR alo] o SIV/E] [o]0=10)
bits of the young Internet were being sent. The telcos in the subtle and crafty and controlling ways it
argued that the messy protocols of TCP/IP — all this did in other mediums. The ineffectual banner
unpredictable routing and those lost packets requiring ad, created (indeed by the founders of this

resending — were a cry for help. What consumers wanted [yfleEPAT )RR Re e 10To R [V/=1 g [V g W 1210 Ro)Y)
were “intelligent” networks that could (for a price) find the EQRWeaERTIR (R EE T DRITel{ s B T INEINETS
right path and provision the right bandwidth so that the foundation of display advertising on the
transmissions would flow uninterrupted. Only the owners eb.
of the networks could put the intelligence in place at the
right spots, and thus the Internet would become a value-  JAXlRial=Ta Rl g TR 100 [ [T [o=R
added service provided by the AT&Ts of the world, much
like ISDN before it. The rallying cry was “quality of At some never-quite-admitted level, the Web
service” (QoS). Only telcos could offer it, and as soon as  E[e[la=M a0l WVEV/T @R CE RN 1 o] (SR TR TIV/ET g Y (RS
consumers demanded it, the telcos would win. fraud. Nearly 60 percent of people find Web
sites from search engines, much of which may
The opposing camp argued for “dumb” networks. Rather  [s[=Re[E\Z=IaNo)VAST={@ o] s l-F: 1ol ) W=Tp o 19
than cede control to the telcos to manage the path that bits  [oJoilplFZ el e WS o g lo] A W 01\ R i L
took, argued its proponents, just treat the networks as dumb [EHEERNE T [alo ReToTolo] CRIEN [oo]giialagRToN ETy o K{0]0)
pipes and let TCP/IP figure out the routing. So what if you [ESIERTe] @0 RLE(o R=1ga g [ Ro)1 ST ANYo] (o ¥
have to resend a few times, or the latency is all over the  [gEINYACTRIgIEER 0] o] FRAEVER o RS ELL Y2
place. Just keep building more capacity — “overprovision [SelgeUERTRIoRd [T TalefERETalo (o1a 8 (1o '&E1alo Rig VY
bandwidth” — and it will be Good Enough. have no idea why they are visiting a particular
site — or, indeed, what site they are visiting.
On the underlying Internet itself, Good Enough has won.  EACIERIER E 0 0] ofolokY| CRo) N (o)L R (06 [ ] [of8
We stare at the spinning buffering disks on our YouTube (=R gle RigEYRY/eIi Rl [o] g M {o [T O\ Y/T A T[4 SN (o]

videos rather than accept the Faustian bargain of some inculcate with your message.

Comcast/Google QoS bandwidth deal that we would

invariably end up paying more for. Aside from some eb audiences have grown ever larger even as
corporate networks, dumb pipes are what the world wants  [{glzRe[FEL[[3YA0)] B {a[oef=R (0o [TeTa (RN IR g RN/ (1o B
from telcos. The innovation advantages of an open leading advertisers to pay less and less to reach

marketplace outweigh the limited performance advantages [(EMIREISGRCTGRESQEERIRGERTEEROA)E
of a closed system. shop content providers — like Demand Media
which have determined that the only way to
But the Web is a different matter. The marketplace has make money online is to spend even less on
spoken: When it comes to the applications that run on top eI CIIRGERREONEIRIEE EEERY T ORONEVA 0]
of the Net, people are starting to choose quality of service. EONVEIGIEERETOET S|8N TEN (0Tgia e EE ol o ] (1)
We want TweetDeck to organize our Twitter feeds because [folgllg Mg EUCERVIE 0] XYM EESAVEL [VE o] (FRET o)
it’s more convenient than the Twitter Web page. The continues to diminish the credibility of the
Google Maps mobile app on our phone works better in the [gallo[[¥]gy8
car than the Google Maps Web site on our laptop. And
we’d rather lean back to read books with our Kindle or iPad[SYERRTIRG TR ERo) @ ig TN (0 WET(o Kol [ M1 (=
app than lean forward to peer at our desktop browser. despairing have hoped. But then came the
recession, and the panic button got pushed.
At the application layer, the open Internet has always been [IgEUNAE E RNl RV ol gl gl eti{e]gAelelgi(=lg)
a fiction. It was only because we confused the Web with  SelagloEIgI RN g SR (RN (5100 g ol [gToRedolg[od [N o] g b B4 -
the Net that we didn’t see it. The rise of machine-to- eb did not work. It would never bring in the
machine communications — iPhone apps talking to Twitter [sl¥[& CHVANalo K{oR1a YA o[=To 1ol [o]0] TaTo R o] g Mg [
APIs — is all about control. Every API comes with terms  [galefe(=] BXeTalR1gEAM SV eolo (=T Mg [N o [o)IV/=T o) M 141
of service, and Twitter, Amazon.com, Google, or any other [[EgaERV eI R EAVENVERe )T alo I [o [



company can control the use as they will. We are choosing {FaieeRe)SigleRW= oRaa[o Ri VA (o]¥]a[o B (V/N[o] o5
a new form of QoS: custom applications that just work, ho — rumor had it — was working on a new
thanks to cached content and local code. Every time you  [Elo][S &6 [SVi[&=8
pick an iPhone app instead of a Web site, you are voting
with your finger: A better experience is worth paying for,  Ne)AeIaR1aERT=Ieala o] (610 \VASTo (SR a AR (g LAV VNGETS
either in cash or in implicit acceptance of a non-Web lacked in its determination to turn itself into a
standard. full-fledged media format is anybody who knew
anything about media. Likewise, on the media
side, there wasn’t anybody who knew anything
about technology. This has been a fundamental
and aching disconnect: There was no sublime
integration of content and systems, of
experience and functionality — no clever,
subtle, Machiavellian overarching design able to
create that codependent relationship between
audience, producer, and marketer.
In the media world, this has taken the form of a shift from  MeleEReEl g INA T ER{gENRY/ol (o I®11al] & (=Tolg[710] [oo[ K8
ad-supported free content to freemium — free samples as  [gEA/RSCIETE=To Kol (SETa0) ReTel AN | Raa(=To W oI g [RTEEE
marketing for paid services — with an emphasis on the seeing themselves as renters of systems and
“premium” part. On the Web, average CPMs (the price of [igll{egeElga A |1 o) 1e=TpNe =] ol WAL AL 1)
ads per thousand impressions) in key content categories — [[gNVol WG R0 R Kolo i (1o [N ST-T-MR {o] SRS T (o1
such as news are falling, not rising, because user-generated [€fofofe] RO =OR =7 [oRSTolalg[ [0[RI S I[N igE I
pages are flooding Facebook and other sites. The company is not in the content business.) Jobs,
assumption had been that once the market matured, big on the other hand, built two of the most
companies would be able to reverse the hollowing-out trend U&= (T Rl [ER oIV [ EEEER0) Mg R o £
of analog dollars turning into digital pennies. Sadly that  {s[=lg(=Igti{o]gWE W RV g[S Rololg[e=la TR0 [ g 1o 1V) (o] ARTal0)
hasn’t been the case for most on the Web, and by the l00ks (V&R glo\ TR (0o [0 =g B Tg P20 0 SRV Y11 g Ri gl
of it there’s no light at the end of that tunnel. Thus the shift SEUKe NV EIRONBIE S A10] o ofTolo]gg LR 1[5
to the app model on rich media platforms like the iPad, biggest individual shareholder in one of the
where limited free content drives subscription revenue orld’s biggest traditional media conglomerates
(check out Wired’s cool new iPad app!). indeed much of Jobs’ personal wealth lies in
his traditional media holdings.

The Web won’t take the sequestering of its commercial
space easily. The defenders of the unfettered Web have In fact, Jobs had, through iTunes, aligned
their hopes set on HTML5 — the latest version of Web- gl RWAGRIE G {ilolE LRl [ER T RERWEVA G EL
building code that offers applike flexibility — as an open  [€felo]s| [CREERENEVAR K (=lo 8 Iy R€Tolo]o] [N o] [Ty
way to satisfy the desire for quality of service. If a standard lgleRe[EiigleIv)=lo Maglolo (=] M1 ook =19} o[olo \AeE:Tg
Web browser can act like an app, offering the sort of clean ELNERIEEReIRalETE WA A | XT3 (o K€ olo o] (o [ S-S
interface and seamless interactivity that iPad users want, SIS IERTCIES SRR R ER (0] BVAN o] o] [CAe]y)
perhaps users will resist the trend to the paid, closed, and  [{glRoIial=T@gFTalo e[S S Relb| = Ta\ VA 100 SR:1g)Y/ o o]0}
proprietary. But the business forces lining up behind closed [N\l el #lola s Bl TR 7] Gl e LR U To [glElo)
platforms are big and getting bigger. This is seen by many WigRiglRiETo[{ileTatz Kolo]ql (=Io1 8ol (o)A To (TN Q@ NI FR EH
as a battle for the soul of the digital frontier. of course, a complicated alignment, because in
each deal, Apple has quickly come to dominate
Zittrain argues that the demise of the all-encompassing, (R EIIEI[oB)]
wide-open Web is a dangerous thing, a loss of open
standards and services that are “generative” — that allow  S{eR{&Rlo]8aTolo < [als Rig /o] oSN 250 HTgE o] [To!
people to find new uses for them. “The prospect of tethered VI {olgRolMgal=lo [EWER (V01 (=R [oTo/ER 01 R 1 /CR o [E S
appliances and software as service,” he warns, “permits  [sEE S [gR{gIERIe=TaETTo RN o] o SR ER: W oo [¥] B (g [0 ]4]
major regulatory intrusions to be implemented as minor ~ [o1¥]®e) it ERS ([0 [[ORSYA] =10 BRVAY a1 R €Tolo]o] [Ny N,
technical adjustments to code or requests to service have controlled traffic and sales, Apple controls
the content itself. Indeed, it retains absolute



providers.” approval rights over all third-party applications.
Apple controls the look and feel and experience.
But what is actually emerging is not quite the bleak future TAXa[eBaEVRR (o] (AR [Rolo]alifo] ENeloligRigl=Nelog| (clg[5
of the Internet that Zittrain envisioned. It is only the future [o[EOYEIASYA C RIS Rl o N1 X6 (S (6L N (| =lolo 3
of the commercial content side of the digital economy. iPhones, and iPads) through which that content
Ecommerce continues to thrive on the Web, and no is consumed.
company is going to shut its Web site as an information
resource. More important, the great virtue of today’s Web  S{{g{e=Rig[Re EVIaRo) g Rl palog (el LR/ o
is that so much of it is noncommercial. The wide-open \Web|t=Iealalo] {ofo\VAREERET [To{=T0 Kolo ) (=1g | 88 B R A
of peer production, the so-called generative Web where  [s[SSIl=EER (oo IR ER(ORTAYA (R [T M1 [=Xolo] 1 (=10 i
everyone is free to create what they want, continues to product, as it were — eclipse the technology.
thrive, driven by the nonmonetary incentives of expression, Se]osle AT Clo IR CR g (s R oNe (o1 ER I C]
attention, reputation, and the like. But the notion of the old-media moguls, fine-tuning all aspects of
Web as the ultimate marketplace for digital delivery is now [t {geIgee[F[e o] (o)ViTo TaloR-Raglo] (o [ [s[g T B

in doubt. directed, and polished experience. The rising
breed of exciting Internet services — like
The Internet is the real revolution, as important as ify, the hotly anticipated streaming music

electricity; what we do with it is still evolving. As it moved SEaY=R:1alo BN[=E{IVERNY o1 (68 S ERVEE ERS T eETy
from your desktop to your pocket, the nature of the Net movies directly to their computer screens, Blu-

changed. The delirious chaos of the open Web was an players, or Xbox 360s — also pull us back
adolescent phase subsidized by industrial giants groping [NV RWVERETER T p][alo RNV e ¢ s Rip ol
their way in a new world. Now they’re doing what already exists — one in which we chase the
industrialists do best — finding choke points. And by the  [EQRS{eIEnEUERE (=R ENe] Mg VR (1o lo B | [ Mg CET

looks of it, we’re loving it. of our brief (relatively speaking) flirtation with
the transformative effects of the Web.

Editor in chief Chris Anderson (canderson@wired.com)

wrote about the new industrial revolution in issue 18.02.  [AGIGCIEER [o]alo Rig oM R\ o=ReloTaal [a[o Ralo]gg [

michael@burnrate.com) i

new contributing editor for Wired. He is also a
columnist for Vanity Fair and the founder of
Newser, a news-aggregation site.



Is the Web Dying? It Doesn’t Look That Way

By NICK BILTON
| August 17, 2010, 5:5
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B1 Wired The chart accompanying
the Wired article shows Web traffic shrinking — as a proportion of total Internet traffic.

Is the Web dead?

Chris Anderson, Wired magazine’s editor in chief, says the Web is being crippled by a world of apps and
screens in a cover story titled “The Web Is Dead. Long Live the Internet.”

Mr. Anderson argues that a world of downloadable apps, which work through the Internet and arrive via
gadgets like the iPhone or Xbox, are quickly cannibalizing the World Wide Web as consumers prefer
buttoned-up, dedicated platforms, designed specifically for mobile screens.

Is he right? Should we plaster R.1.P. signs all over the Web? Not exactly.

A chart Wired used for its story shows that since 2000, Web traffic has decreased as a percentage of overall
Internet traffic in the United States. The graphic’s data comes from a Cisco report that uses data from the
Cooperative Association for Internet Data Analysis, a collaborative group that monitors

Internet infrastructure.
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Boing Boing Boing Boing notes:

“Between 1995 and 2006, the total amount of Web traffic went from about 10 terabytes a month to
1,000,000 terabytes.”

The Web site Boing Boing notes that if you change the graph to show actual traffic growth online, you can
see hockey-stick-like growth over every aspect of the Internet through the past two decades, including the
Web.

Although Wired might be right in its assessment that apps are on the rise, with billions downloaded from
Apple alone, many areas of the Web continue to grow dramatically too.

Take Facebook for example. Not only has the company grown to over half a billion users, but it has also
seen major growth in its mobile applications, all while its Web site has grown with rapid speed too. In other
words, the entire platform has grown sharply.

There’s another piece of the puzzle too. Most of these apps and Web sites are so intertwined that it’s
difficult to know the difference. With the exception of downloadable games, most Web apps for news and
services require pieces of the Web and Internet to function properly.

So as more devices become connected to the Internet, even if they’re built to access beautiful walled
gardens, like mobile apps or TV-specific interfaces, they will continue to access the Web too, enabling each
platform to grow concurrently.



Pogue’s Post
September 20, 2010, 10:00 am

Is the Web Dead?

The garish red cover of September’s Wired magazine bears the huge headline “The Web is dead.” The
article’s argument is that we do a lot of stuff on the Internet nowadays that does not, in fact, take place on a
Web page. We use all kinds of tools — phone apps, Internet radio, Twitter, Skype and so on — that don’t
necessarily involve going to a Web site.

The opening spread of the article depicts a graph of all of these activities, showing use of the Web
plummeting downward. It’s the red chunk here:
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Wired Magazine A graph
showing Internet activity (Click to see full-sized image).

0O.K., first of all — what an irresponsible headline. “The Web is dead”? Come on. So Facebook is dead?
Google is dead? Nobody uses Craigslist, eBay, YouTube, Flickr, Amazon, NYTimes.com anymore?

Total poppycock. In fact, all of these are growing — not declining.

And now let’s take a look at the graph. If you look closely, you realize that the graph represents Web usage
as a percentage of Internet traffic.

The graph, in other words, doesn’t say that we’re using the Web less. It just says that we’re using a lot more
online tools. Actually, what it really says is that online video has taken off in the last few years (well, duh),
which totally skews the “percentage of Internet traffic” statistic. Wired completely misinterpreted its own
chart.

At a conference this week, | saw a speaker throw that same graph onto the big screen — and repeat the
misinterpretation. “You can see here that clearly, people aren’t using the Web as much,” he said. Argh.

For the purposes of this blog post, | decided to go find the Cisco survey that Wired claims provided the data
for its graph. Thanks to Google (huh! thought that was dead?), | found it easily enough. It was in a
boingboing.net column that makes precisely the same point I’m making. In fact, it even plotted the same




data to form a new graph, a more truthful graph, that depicts actual Web usage (that is, not as a percentage
of the whole). And, as | suspected, actually Web use is skyrocketing:
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Obviously, Wired chose its headline to be deliberately inflammatory, to get people talking, to sell magazines
— not to report accurately. But come on; there’s a point where that kind of thing gets to be just silly. If Web
use were down slightly, even then “The Web is dead” would be a gross exaggeration. But in fact, the data
actually prove exactly the opposite point of what Wired is trying to say.

A more responsible, accurate article would have been titled, “The Web Remains Increasingly Popular, Even
as It is Joined by More and More Special-Purpose Internet Apps.” But something tells me it wouldn’t have
sold as many copies.

If you want more, the further thoughts of Chris Anderson, author of the Wired article, on this topic can be
found here.



